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National Character Revisited Alex Inkeles
In the first edition ofthe Handbook of Social Psychology published in 19541 sought to define the field ofnational character research as »the study ofmodal personality and sociocultural Systems« (Inkeles and Levinson 1954) . While acknowledging the legitimacy of deriving national character from the institutional or cultural forms shared by a population or from the behavior of their nation in acts such as war, peace and commerce, we urged that »national character ought to be equated with modal personality structure; that is, should refer to the mode or modes of distribution of personality variants within a given society«. We based our recommendation on the simple ground that the actual referent in most common observations about national character was in fact the personality and related behavior of individuals viewed collectively. We also stressed the advantage that maintaining these distinctions made it possible subsequently to explore the inter-relations of modal personality characteristics with institutional forms, cultural pat¬ terns and nation-state behavior.
Finally, we called attention to the tendency of research on national character to present a picture of national and ethnie groups characterized by their uniformity and uniqueness. Although this outcome may have been influenced by certain theoretical preconeeptions ofthe authors, it was also the result of reliance on small, homogeneous and unrepresentative samples. These analysts therefore offen failed to pereeive how far the distribution of personality characteristics in a national population was multi-modal, a fact which increased the probability that some modes might be shared across national lines. The tendency to sketch na¬ tional character in unimodal terms also obscured the extent which particular Status groups, most notably religious, occupational and educational groups, might share more personality traits with their common Status group across national lines than they shared with their fellow countrymen in different social statuses. Coming back to review the field again in 1969 we were able to report in the second edition ofthe Handbook that in the ensuing decade a new style of work had been introduced which promised to correct many ofthe more serious shortcomings ofthe earlier studies of national character. These new studies no longer focussed on a single ethnie group or nation, but dealt with four, six, or more countries simultaneously, thus greatly facilitating systematic cross-national comparisoris. Their (Buchanan and Cantril 1953) or the »civic culture« (Almond and Verba 1963 Verba, Nie, and Kim (1978) . Other examples are the research on uses of time (Szalai 1972 ) and on images of the future (Ornauer 1976 (Haire etal. 1966; Tannenbaum and Rozgonyi 1986) , the studies of automobile workers in various countries (Form 1976) Table 2 , similar results emerge when the form ofthe question is changed to inquire whether, on the whole, the respondents are satisfied with the life they lead. (Rabier et.al.) . The specific locations are: Cl: vol. 11,1979, pp. 51-52, Q159 (M). C2: vol. 13,1980, p. 12, Q129. C3: vol. 11,1979, p. 33, QJ42 (B). C4: vol. 11,1979, pp. 34-35, Q142 (D) . C5: vol. 11, 1979, p. 
